ide an opportunity 

before the Regents 
ir ctober 1975 meeting. 
mallet UC recom- 


te civil service pay 
aged 85.2%, the State 


Inflation Erodes Earnings 


During this period from July 1965 
rough June 1976, assuming a 9.4% 


1975-76, the cost of living will have 
one up by 85.3%. Theret state i 


bill was not vetoed by Governor 

Brown, it would have required open- 

ing personnel files and evaluations to 
any UC employse who requested it. 

The UC coverage was vigorously 

-opposed by administrative lobbyists, 

including President Saxon and Aca- 

cil officers. But in the 

helmingly, 64-9 in 

oy 39-0 in the State 


just barely kept up with inf 
UC Salaries haye been seri 


than the UC Te 
However, since July 1969, the oin 
of highest real earnings, 
state employment have ` 
by inflation. UC salary inci 
have totaled 36.2% ae the CPI will 
be up by 61.2%, once again assuming 
a9.4% CPI rise in 1975-76. 
President Saxon justified the 
modest proposal, admittedly far b 
the anticipated CPI increase 


grounds that he inherited and has to — | 


use a formula for making salary 
recommendations based on a com- 


parison with a oe of a 


that the Governor failed to support 
legislatively the concern for privacy 
which he expressed during the elec- 


_ tion campaign, 


Benjamin Bycel, the ACLU a 
lative advocate in Sacramento called 
the veto “a subversion of the legis- 
lative process and a dental ofi 
process.” 

He pointed out that “for mouths we 
have asked the Brown 
for input on the privacy iss 
sistently, received no 
leadership.” 

After the bill pesed, a 


cles Ce 
the bill, 


u 


never complained 
ee process was 


In defense 
Halvonik, form 


l a Bowker nee to take ve 
‘matter under consideration but did 


= not make a decision until May 1972. 


_ Bowker ruled against promoting Platt 
ostensibly because of uncertainty 
about the future mission and direction 
of the School of Criminology, as well 
asc ts about n s academic 


A Freedom n Violated 
It was discovered subsequently that 
Bowker sent the Budget Committee a 


| confidential letter in May 1972 in 


which he discussed Platt’s political 
views and unacceptability to the 


leadership of the law enforcement — 


establishment because of Platt’s 


public statements on controversial 


issues as reasons for denying tenure 
also revealed that Bowker maintained 
or had access to a secret ad- 
ministration file on Platt’s political 
activities which he used in 
passing judgment, 

To date Platt’s case has been before 
OVERS UCB Privilege and Tenure 
_ Committee on three separate oc- 

_ casions, the Senate Policy Committee, 
_the Academic Freedom Committee, as 
well as several Representative 
_ Assembly and Divisional meetings of 

the Berkeley Academic Senate. A suit 


_ filed in Alameda County Superior 


was turned down and is now in 
urt of Appeals. 


Every Senate body that reviewed the 


e agreed on the merits: Platt’s 


h former Chancellor 
neellor Bowker. 


even ae the School of Cri 

back in December 1973 took 
/ position | that it would not partic 
in a ot review of Platt’s. 


committees were negat ive, 
concu tred. 


ac ive in local govern- 

y lukewarm support- 

mprehensive legislation; the 
s union was the notable ex- _ 


The Supervisor Issue 

here were several reasons for this, 
Under Meyer-Milias-Brown, some- 
thing close to genuine collective 
bargaining has emerged as a result of 
a number of important court decisions. 
Furthermore, many organizations 
represented or wanted to represent 
supervisors. But as a result of 
management pressures, including the 
Brown administration, any com- 
prehensive law would either deny or 
limit representation of supervisors. 


For some this appeared to be a step 
forward at the cost of a big step 


backward, The supervisor problem 


_ was also important fora number ofin- _ 
dependent associations representing — 


ployees, including CSEA. 
or Brown’s relationship with 
the Legislature also affected the out- 
me, Earlier in the session, he was 
lived with other major bills for 
ich specia pe sessions were 


the backs of the 
changes were made e 
who were involved in | 


) sequential bu i 
bills to some senators, anc 


_ingness to participate in the 


lative process other than on re l 
bills. 


ng ae a major 
Student participation in co 
munity college bargaining was 


feated in the Rodda bill but it won 


every vote in the comprehensive bill, 


ae it would open the di 
sumer involvement in negotiat 


"other industries. (UC-AET was the 
only group in higher education which 


did not oppose the student amend- 
ment.) Although a case for student 
participation can be made on its 
merits, the power of the UC and 
CSUC student lobbies was that man 
legislators were using the Issue a 
spoiler. 


/ Business as Usual 
Important as all th 
they became decisive | 
unions and independen 
continued to operate as if all 
needed was to lobb 


lobbyists. 
As early 
awareness of 


‘one notable 
i of Cali- 


received 


[hus the legislature 
nfronted with a puzzling 


iversity, of all state 
lifornia, was the only 


ged that the Uaa of 
cluded on SB 852. 


' administrative 
e Assemblymen 
why the ad- 


't simply hand a 


Moscone, 


basis of this assump- 


xei A, Maradudin, Chair- 
f e Council of the Academic 
nate, added some more reasons in 


support of confidentiality. “Written 


evaluations,” he wrote to Senator 
“which are open to the 
candiates will usually be guarded and 
will rarely state the case with the 
completeness and openness which we 


_ Thus without saying it explicitly, 
Maradudin implied that his col- 
leagues, who would write these 
misleading letters, are somewhat less 
than honest. It is to be wondered 
whether legislators were intended to 
understand that university professors 
are less honest than workers in other 
state agencies. 


es, 
Prof. Maradudin had another 


letter of evaluation,” 

Moscone, “would be forced . 
solicit verbal off- the-record value 
tions.” 


Maradudin he imp) 


ministrators would decide which | 
evaluations were candid and which 


were not. Such decision: would “seer 


For if administrators were to mak 
personnel decisions on the basis of the 
off-the-record 
solicited, they would surely invite 


_ objections based on moral, if not legal 


grounds. 
Whatever one may think ‘of ad 


ministtators, it is hard to imagine — 
their being as unprincipled as 


Maradudin suggests. 


There is no doubt that the Rey ents, 


of the university and the ad- 


Open files policy will 
Strengthen faculty 


by Robert Potter, Associate Professor 
of Dramatic Art, UCSB 


One of the defining characteristics 
of a great University is decisive faculty 
participation in academic personnel 
decision-making. What separates a 
major academic institution from a 


parochial one is the quality of its 
: faculty, and the ability of that faculty 
h : 


A recent and disturbing. trend at the 
University of California has been the 
increasing willingness of ad- 
ministrative aganits to overturn 

discounting 


Academic on 


indicate that 23% of 
recommendations for tenu 
being rejected by the a 


— and the trend is acce! 


cases) is a source 


faculty peer-evalu: 


decision-making to its rightfu 
C ; | 


Let us consider the almost in- 
credible cloak of theoretical secrecy 
under which a tenure case now 
proceeds, : } 

At the department level. On he 
basis of discussion and a secret ballot 


of faculty senior in rank to the can- 
t 


didate, the chairman writes a let 
recommendation. The candidate may 
not be present at deliberations, and 


may not see chairman's letter. Those 


privy to case may not discuss it with 
him in specifics. 

At the faculty review leva. Tyo 
separate faculty committees (an ad 
hoc committee appointed by the 
Chancellor, including at least one 
member of the candidate's depart- 


ment; and the Budget Committee) 


consider the case. 


__ The candidate is not entitled to 


know the names of ad hoc committee 


_ members; not entitled to know even 
_the results of any of these reviews, or 


he substance of any charges or 
leged deficiences in his or her case 
in either teaching or research), or the 
substance of any outside evaluation. _ 

dministrative reviews, These are 


College and (b) the Vice Chancellor for 


ademic Affairs. Outside evaluations: 


ampus authorities in the 


are solicited, either by the 


letters of evalu: tion 


evaluations they 


a done at the pres ria 


level, 

If a faculty member is 
improve | himself where | 
better employ the strengths th: t h 
has, or at least understand 
abilities are below the level req 
for a university post, then he nee 
see the files that are kept on him. 
may not agree with all that he fini 
but he will at least know what 
colleagues think, 


research becomes | 
when it i is publis) ed, 


personnel decisions 
defensible, 


The practice of Fone has 


rness of reviews in 


a proposal to 


AFT aa No 
P ened until E 10, 


adjacent box. ) 


_ Apparently there 
questioning of the change : 
departments already all 
member to rea 
recommendation. The 

ber 6 Leon Mayhew, Vice Ch: 


_ for Academic Affairs s 


“interim ee / 


review will undergo fundamental 


revision on a Systemwide basis during 
the coming year. During the last 


_ session of the legislature, the so-called 
‘Moscone Bill’ (SB 852) passed easily 


and was yetoed by Governor Brown (at 


literally the eleventh hour) only. on 
grounds of fiscal econom: 7 


Had he not vetoed he bill, our 


would have fallen. 
“In effect, the Moscone Bill would 
have mandated full disclosure of every 
ect and product of the entire review 
dure, In my opinion, only 
me reporting requirements 
e rnor Brown to veto the bill. 
Another such bill will surely be in- 


troduced this year. 


‘In response to that probability, I 


anticipate a Systemwide effort to — 


construct a much more open review 


| process that will be acceptable to the 
legislature and preserve the retroactive 
ontidentiality of our files as well asa 


_ Professor ‘Bowsky. wrote to Chan- 


Heil rec 
present some de 


candidate's rights 
luck or caprice. 


should 

judgements and pri 
supporting the jud 

hoc and Budget committees, 
Budget Committee has acted. 

4, The existing appeals procedure — 

should permit appeals in the 
chancellor rejects. 


“Tt the Chancellor rejec 
recommendation of the Budget 
Committee, the candidate or the 
Budget Committee may request an 
Appeals Committee, drawn from other — 
UC campuses if necessary . 
decision of the appeals 


would. be binding, instead 
mitting the Chancellor to 


overturn a Budget Committee's 


f ~“ 
; to the 


th 
did = cellor Meyer welcoming the changes 
D al but pointing out that substantial 
improvements are needed even in the — 
new procedures. Calling attention to 


recommendation. 

5. Assistant professors should 
receive a periodic report on where they 
stand on the tenure '‘time-clock."' 


Se 
Se 


“bce sees Peer Reviev : 


(Continued from page 4) 

At the conclusion of the reviews, the 
candidate is informed of the decision, 
and may request an oral or written 
explanation (the latter is strongly 
discouraged, however). Any recon- 
sideration is done by the Chancellor. 
There is no provision for appeal of the 
judmental decision either by the 
candidate or by department, 


| except by resubmitting the entire case 


to those who have already judged it. 
Appeals on procedurlal grounds may 


be made fo the omine on o 
and Tenure, 


Hawi in the | System 
Some comments seem in order, 


regarding the weaknesses caused y 


L C didates do not hay any way 


a vested interest in retaining the 
present system and tend to sup 
However, the figures ci 
indicate that even th 


judgments are being oe and 


overridden. | 
5. Administrators have an even 

greater vested interest in the present 

system since it is the source of mu 

their power over the facult) 

greater the degree of sc 

arbitrary can be thei 

power. Given the unwi 


way, save t 
administrator 


he unexamined major assumption bel the 
e of teaching evaluation instruments is that they 
| measure, with reasonable objectivity, ‘‘good’’ 
teaching. Among psychologists, however, th 
substantial body of opinion that holds that te: 

_ evaluations in fact measure principally how st 
respond to an instructor’s personality and how w 
they are doing in a course. Hence, the phenomenon 
of the “great” teacher who turns out to be the “nice 
guy” teacher and the “gut” course which attracts 
mobs of students, who know a bargain when they see 
one, and are as inclined as the rest of us not to pass — 

p bargains. | - n 

One serious study of student attitudes towards 
teaching — of Yale students some years after they 
had graduated — suggests that in retrospect 
students regard as most valuable courses they would 
“not have chosen while students. Most teachers who 
set high standards in a class or pile on the work have 

_ encountered students who are resentful, even 


the review process, if not discarded entirely. Surely, _ Ma A ATRE 


fy 
before we adopt them willy-nilly we ought as a | Wye E ERN 
faculty to investigate the testing literature to We i 

determine if we can have confidence in teaching | 
evaluations. : 


Do Evaluations Promote Good Teaching? _ 
There is no reason to think, either, that teaching 
evaluations have made a substantial chang a 
way we reward faculty. The number of publications, 
not eyen the quality, still correlates most hig h Such notions can be unduly parochial 
advancement whereas superior teaching does not. ideas about teaching competence 
Numbers of publications at least has the virtue of with personal values, research 
being a reasonably objective standat in t 
‘ort to evaluate teaching, we are at 
capriciousness and mechanisti 
er the case of a profe 


for a merit inct 


by the secrecy that customa: 
reviews, On most campu 


investigate 


( Casi I o offers UC 


iry was prompted W a 


ing to UC employees de- 

ribed California Casualty’s cover- 
ge as a UC ‘'fringe benefit” imply- 
ing that there were advantages to 
UC employees in being insured with 
California Casualty, including claims 
that the company’s rates were com- 


oodman asked if the University 
10nitored California Casualty to 


ine if its insurance rates are in 


The union official 
spot check among 
hat many have found 


with them oF rai 
next? 


give appropriate credit for st 
tors as the use of car pools unles 


and until individuals protest? 


* What percentage of UC employees _ 
are currently insured with California 


_ Casualty? 


The AFT official suggested that if 


investigation demonstrates that Cali- 


fornia Casualty does not offer com- 
petitive rates and does not treat UC 
employees fairly, the University 
should seek another carrier. Ni 
should California Casuali 

said, be permitted to 


_ surance as a UC ‘fringe 
UC employees ca 
with another 0. 


If, as studies suggest, superior teaching is a 
function of certain qualities of mind and personality, 
those less well-endowed with such qualities than 

= others are unlikely to acquire them as a result of 
reading reviews of their teaching. Even if the Regents 
were to pay professors to undergo psychotherapy to _ 
alter their personalities in ways that might make _ 
them better teachers, we should not expect a great 


What Are Your Views 


What do you Ee of teaching evalua- 


tions? 


If you are a with the use of | 

eaching evaluations in personne! re- 
iews at the University of California, 

d would like to see a serious exam- 
ination by the Academic ~-~ please 


(Continued from page 1) 

state civil service employees, the UC 
faculty pay will be dragged down to 
the lower level. And, on the other 
and, if UC proposes a lower figure 
then we are not raised to the higher 
evel, 

For example, last year the com- 
parison methodology, which had been 
modified to add a cost of living factor, 
called for 11.0% increase for UC 
academics. Nonetheless, the Governor 
and Legislative Analyst initially 
lowered this to 8.5%, the proposal for 
state civil service, and finally to 7.1%. 
However, in 1973-74 and 74-75, when 
UC’s requests were lower than for the 
state civil service and the State 
University system, UC received a 
smaller increase than others. 


UC-AFT Proposal 

The UC-AFT proposal is based on 
the fact that in order to measure the 
true decline in real earnings since July 
1969, it is necessary to look at what 
has happened to the UC faculty salary 
schedule, 

The weighted average of UC faculty 
salaries which is used distorts the 
reality because it includes merit in- 
creases and is greatly affected by the 
increasing number of faculty in the 
top 2 ranks, 

For example in 1969-70, only 52.6% 
of the regular faculty were in the top 2 
ranks —— that is tenured faculty — 


while in 1974-75, this group jumped to - 


73.1%. Accordingly this shift in 
distribution has the effect of in- 
troducing a substantial upward bias 
into the weighted average salary in the 
most recent years. 

There is another problem when 
uc faculty average 


orainen aa kang 


salaries. ‘Che data used’ in the UC and” 


CPEC catculations includes only 


Equity pay for UC 


faculty who have regular professorial 
appointments. Excluded are the 
largest number of teaching staff whose 
salaries are at the low end of the 
professorial salary schedule, and in 
many instances, even lower. 

This lesser paid group is almost half 
the size of the regular faculty. If their 
salaries were included in calculating a 
weighted average of UC teaching staff, 
it would significantly reduce the 
average. 

The AFT proposal is calculated, 
assuming as many economists do, that 
the Consumer Price Index will go up 
again by 9.4% in the coming year; thus 
the cost of living will have increased by 
61.2% between July 1969 and July 
1976. (See table on page 1.) 


Brown’s New Wrinkle 


The results of applying the new 
method with the inflation factor were 
so disasterous that the CPEC is going 
to revise the method once again. It is 
expected that it will be developed by 
early 1976 when the revised salary 
recommendations are presented based 
on updated data from the comparison 
institutions. 

The new wrinkle coming from 
Governor Brown is that he may not 
make any salary recommendations in 
his 1976-77 budget until late Spring. It 
is widely rumored that he will wait for 
the state financial reports for 1976-76. 
In the mean time, the Governor's 
offfice will “negotiate” with state 
employee organizations and the UC 
and CSUC systems over the size of the 
increase. 

This promises to produce a whole 
new ball game,. In effect, the 
Governor is establishing a meet and 
trangement that did’ not. exist 
un HIS“ Predecessor while the 
CPEC, UC and CSUC are playing 


Salaries are higher 
where faculty bargains 


Faculty compensation is signifi- 
cantly higher at colleges and 
universities where there is collective 
bargaining was the finding in a study 
by Dr. Robert Birnbaum, reported in 
the Educational Records, Winter 
1974, 

In a study of 88 pairs of matched 
institutions, Dr. Birnbaum found that 
at schools with collective bargaining, 
average salaries rose on the average 
$777 more in 1972-73 compared to 
1968-69. 


Public Universities Gain Most 

The greatest gains occurred in the 
public universities and four-year 
colleges where the collective bargain- 
ing gains were $883 and $1,157 
respectively,over the five years, and 
the least in the public community 
colleges and private institutions, 


By way of comparison,in 1968-69, 
the pay was $814 more in the 
bargaining universities than at UC. 
But by 1972-73, the pay of facalty in 
bargaining institutions was $1,883 
greater. The bargaining institutions 
net gain over UC was $1,069. 


An interesting point in the Birn- 
baum study is that it did not include 
the four-year colleges and Graduate 
Center of the City University of New 
York in the matched groups of public 
colleges and universities because he 
could not find comparable non- 
bargaining schools with comparable 
average salary levels. CUNY has the 
highest average faculty salaries in the 
country. 


Compensation in the group of 9 
pairs of public universities in 1968-69 
was among the top 4 percent of faculty 
salaries in 3 faculty ranks and in the 
top quater in the fourth. 


The Null Hypothesis Disproved 


Dr. Birnbaum who started out to 
test the hypothesis that collective 
bargaining has no effect on faculty 
compensation concluded: 

The compensation increases 

at collective bargaining in- 

stitutions are, therefore, all the 

more remarkable because they 
occurred in institutions already 

In the top compensation 

categories. 


Birnbaum speculated that the 
reason for this may be that faculty 
unions faced with increased resistance 
by an administration for increased 
faculty influence in decision making 
or for improved student-faculty ratios 
“has forced bargaining agents to fall 
back to a secondary interest in in- 
crease compensation to reach an 
acceptable agreement.” 

However he did not find that such 
possible trade-offs were carried to the 
extreme predicted by some critics of 
faculty bargaining — that increased 
salaries will be gained at the price of 
academic freedom or some major 
noneconomic matter. 

Dr. Birnbaum is chancellor at the 
University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh. At 
the time of the study he was vice 
chancellor of the New Jersey State 
Department of Higher Education. 
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Table 2. UC FACULTY AVERAGE LOSS OF 
EARNINGS, 1972-73 to 1974-75, 


Comparison Universities 


University of California 
Difference 
Percentage 
Amount 


1972-73 
$18,221 
17,675 


Average Salaries 
1973-74 
$18,588 

18,050 


1974-75 
$20,731 
20,375 , 


3.1% 3.0% 1.7% 
$546 $538 $356 


Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission 


around with a variety of comparison 
formulas, there is no commitment 
from the Govenor or the Legislative 
Analyst to honor any method. 

This, of course, is a real step for- 
ward since practical experience, at 
least for UC, is that the comparison 


method has worked poorly. Even” 


accepting the fact that other in- 


stitutions have lagged in keeping up 
with inflation, UC faculty failed to 
keep up with the comparison groups, 
as Table 2 shows. For example, in 
each of the other past 3 years, UC has 
failed to come up to the average 
salaries in the comparison schools. On 
the average, UC academics lost $1440 
during this period. 


ACLU Blasts Veto 


(Continued from page 1) 

now legislative assistant to the Gover- 
nor, pointed out that he informally 
suggested to Senator Moscone that 
the Commission should be removed 
from the bill. But this was only offered 
as a general understanding of the 
Governor’s views about the Commis- 
sion and not as a statement that it 
represented the Governor’s commit- 
ment to sign the bill. 

Bycel, in an article in the LA Times 
of October 23, charged the 11th hour 
veto dramatized the Governor’s lack of 
legislative involvement. 

“... Brown refuses to deyelop an 
ongoing legislative program or to take 
a constructive role in the legislative 
process — even when it is offered to 
him. This leaves him in an inflexible 
position. and,. when. coupled.with. his 
erratic schedule, without” adequate 
time to make judicious decisions on 
complex bills... 

“As in almost everything about 
California's governor, his reasons for 
this sort of neglect are themselves 
complex. One which deserves special 
consideration is that he has establish- 
ed a broad constituency by using his 
office, in effect, to campaign against 
government. If Governor Brown took 
a more active role in the conduct of 
government, he might find that 
criticisms of it come less easily.” 


Chances Are Good 

The bitterness between the bill’s 
key mover and the Goyernor’s office 
notwithstanding, the chances for pas- 
sage of a privacy bill in the next ses- 
sion are considered very good. While 
Brown vetoed SB 852 he did sign a 
more limited open files bill, SB 955, by 
Senator David Roberti (D-LA). 

This bili which does not refer to 
public employment simply amends the 
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State Labor Code as follows: 

Section 1198.5. Every 
employer shall, at reasonable 
times upon the request of an 
employee, permit that em- 
ployee to inspect such person- 
nel files which are used or 
have been used to determine 
that employee's qualifications 
for employment, promotion, 
additional compensation, or 
termination or other dis- 
ciplinary action. 

This section does not apply to 
the records of an employee 
relating to the investigation of 
a possible criminal offense. It 
shall not apply to letters of 

` reference, 
The UC administration was de- 
cisively beaten im its effort to have 


UC. completely,.out of SB 852. Leg 


islators found it difficult to swallow 
the argument that strongly implied 
that UC would cease to be a great 
university if faculty were able to see 
their personnel files in the promotion 
review process. 

Recognizing reality, the Saxon ad- 
ministration is preparing to modify 
the practice of confidertiality. A 
special study group headed by former 
Vice President Angus Taylor has been 
appointed to seek faculty and aca- 
demic staff views on whether and to 
what extend confidentiality should be 
modified. 

Presumably there will be another 
effort to exclude UC but this time on 
the grounds that UC has instituted a 
policy that permits some access to per- 
sonnel files. It remains to be seen 
whether substantial changes will be 
made that offer the kind of openness 
needed to protect the rights of persons 
to fair consideration or whether a 
facade shuffling will be offered up. 
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